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Group psychotherapy is widely accepted as a technique for self-
exploration and individual growth. The group can be construed as a social 
microcosm, a learning laboratory where individuals can increase their under-
standing of themselves and others as social beings (Cohen & Epstein, 1981). 
Ideally the group facilitates the opportunity for its members to experiment 
with new behaviors and get feedback within a relatively safe environment 
where others are seen as participating in, and experiencing the common 
struggle. Egan (1973) points out that by its very nature the group conveys a 
permission to its members to engage each other in deeper and more intimate 
levels of interaction than that which is experienced in day-to-day living. 
A group may be structured or unstructured. It may have a specific goal 
a t its onset, or the goals or purposes of the group may evolve out of the needs 
of its members over a period of time. Whatever the type of group, whether it 
be a therapeutic group, a human relations skills training (T-group), or an 
encounter group, it is believed that a shared purpose is to create a climate 
which allows for change and/or growth within its members or to accomplish a 
specific goal in or outside of the group. 
Rogers (1970) states certain characteristics/functions that tend to be 
embraced by all groups regardless of their composition or purpose. They are 
as follows: 
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1. A psychological climate of safety and a reduction of defensive-
ness g ra dua lly occurs allowing greater freedom of expression; 
2. In such a climate immediate feelings and reactions tend to be 
expressed; 
3. Mutual trust develops with a willingness to express both positive 
and negative feeli ngs. Me mbers move toward acceptance of themselves as 
total beings--emotional, inte llectual, and physical; 
4. With less defensiveness t he possibility of growth and change 
become less threatening ; 
5. Individuals become more wil ling to learn from each other; 
6. Feedback becomes greate r so that the indiv iduals learn the 
impact they have on each other and the ir interpersonal relationships; 
7. From this improved clima te wi lling communication of new ideas, 
concepts, and directions unfold and beco me desirable rather than threatening; 
and 
8. What is learned in the group tends to carry over to the individual's 
relationships outside the group. 
It is often necessary and beneficial to view the interactions of the 
group, as well as the trends and deve lopments which occur in it, on a process 
level. For the purposes of t his paper a process level of analysis of group 
interaction has to do with the implicit "whys" and "hows" of any particular 
interaction in the group in contra st to a content analysis which might focus 
on describing and /or ca tegoriz ing the explicit content of "what" occurs. 
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Process thus refers to the underlying meanings or implications of interper-
sonal communications. Yalom (197 5) defines process in psychotherapy as, 
"the relationship implications of interpersonal transactions" (p. 122). Many 
things may be communicated by an individual in one statement. Any given 
transaction may have multiple meanings or process implications. A different 
level of process analysis concentrates on the group as a whole. Corey (1977) 
defines group process as, "the stages of development of a group and the 
interactions that characterize each stage" (p. 7). He identified four stages 
that a group typically progresses through over its life span. The stages and 
characteristics of each are as follows: 
l. The orientation stage: Exploring members' expectations, defining 
goals, looking for a place in the group, most public and socially acceptable 
images presented; 
2. The transition stage: Conflict and struggle for control in the 
group, expression of negative feelings, anxiety, testing others in order to 
discover what is safe; 
3. The working stage: Evolvement of group cohesion, solidarity, 
trust, hope, empathy, commitment to change, self-disclosure; and 
4. The consolidation (termination) stage: Re-isolation, resistance to 
stop, avoidance of reality. 
Other researchers (e.g. Tuck man, 197 5 &:. Yalom, 197 5) have identified 
similar developmental stages through which a group progresses and have 
found that the anlaysis of the process of the entire groups movement and 
behavior, as well as individual behavior within the group, inv3.luable in 
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assessing the effectiveness and improving the impact of the group experi-
ence. Walker, Rablen, and Rogers (1960) developed a process scale designed 
to rate both individual process movement and the process (stages) of the 
' entire group. It was a seven stage scale covering activities such as rigidity of 
feelings; communications of self; means of construing experience; rela.tion-
ships to people; and flow, changingness, and spontaneity in these same areas. 
It was found to be reliable both in the rating of an individual's process 
movement as well as the stages of the process movement in an entire group 
(Meador, 1969). This scale will be discussed in more detail in the methods 
section of this paper. 
The activities of therapeutic group and individual variables that occur 
within a group help to determine the impact and potency of it. Process 
variables such as self -disclosure, feedback, and group structure have come to 
be a major focus of attention and research in group dynamics. One of the 
most effective ways of viewing the group, and its process, is in the 
assessment of group members' verbal interactions. Group verbal interaction 
consists of self-disclosure, which is conveyance of one's person to another or 
others, and feedback which is an individual's or groups' response to that 
verbal or behavioral disclosure. Defined in this way, "feedback" is a special 
case of self-disclosure wherein the disclosure of self is specifically in 
reaction/response to the disclosure of another. 
Self-Disclosure 
One of the most important variables in groups, as well as individual and 
other therapies, is self-disclosure; "the act of making yourself manifest, 
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showing yourself so others can perceive you" (Jourard, 1971, p. 19). In order 
fo r t he re to be success in any type of therapy the individual must reveal or 
disclose his person. True self-disclosure not only facilitates the understand-
ing and empa thy of others but also increases self-understanding and is a 
catalyst of self-a wareness and growth. According to Jourard (1959), an 
essential antecedent condition for healthy personality development is the 
ability to allow ones t rue se lf to be known to at least one significant other. 
In order for g roup inte rac t ion, as we ll as that which takes place in any 
relationship , to be potent, the re must be a sharing of selves. According to 
Yalom (197 5), in a dyadic or g roup situation, meaningful interpersonal 
relationships require self-disclosure a s a prerequisite to their formation. 
Truax and Carkhuff (1965) fou nd a cor relation between successful group 
therapy and patients' transparency (i.e. self -disclosure) over the course of the 
group. Peres (1947) demonstrated in a non-direct ive therapy group composed 
of university students, that twice as man y self -disclosing personal statements 
were made by successfully treated t herapy part icipants than that of unsuc-
cessfully treated participants. Succ ess was determined by the subjective 
evaluations of the participants in replies to questionnaires assessing impact 
of the group, administered t hree months subsequent to its conclusion. 
Unlike extroversion, wh ich is an att itude of interest in phenomena 
outside the self, self -disclosure is an interpersonal process based on the depth 
of intimacy of inte rac t ions and not only on the volume of verbal output 
(Query, 1964). An integra l e lement in the process of group is not only its 
members se lf-di sclosures, but the result of the self-disclosure, its effects, 
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and whether or not it is reciprocated. The effect that self-disclosure has on 
others' behavior, and subsequent levels and depth of interaction, has been the 
sub ject of much research. According to Jourard (19 59) 
the amount of personal information that one person is willing to 
disclose to another appears to be an index of the 'closeness' of the 
relationship, and of the affection, love, or trust that prevails between 
the two people. In more general terms, self-disclosure and cathexis for 
the other person may be said to be correlated •••• Indifference or 
antipathy between two persons may be expected to produce the 
consequences of low disclosure to one another, and little knowledge 
about one another as persons. (p. 428) 
The amount of personal information an individual discloses is often 
directly related to how safe he perceives the interpersonal environment 
around him to be. The support and safety of this environment can be 
construed as directly related to the degree in which the others contained in it 
have risked themselves and their personal information. If the discloser 
believes the members in the group to be vulnerable, in terms of their previous 
self-disclosures, reciprocation may be perceived to be less of a risk (Yalom, 
197 5). 
In the context of social penetration theory (Taylor, Altman, &. Sorren-
tine, 1969) "the growth of an interpersonal relationship is hypothesized to be 
a joint result of interpersonal reward/cost factors, personality characteris-
tics, and situational determinants" (p. 325). The reception of self-disclosure 
from another is rewarding in and of itself due to the implication that one is 
trusted with that information (Worthy, Gary, &. Kahn, 1969). The Worthy et 
al. hypothesis of reciprocity was strongly supported in their study of self-
disclosure as an exchange process. A greater amount of intimate information 
was disclosed by subjects to those from whom they had received intimate 
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information. Powell (1967) partially supported the Jourard {1968, 1971) 
proposition that true therapist disclosure serves as a model to be emulated by 
the client while also serving as a reinforcement for client self-disclosure. 
Powell demonstrated that interviewer self-disclosure was the most potent 
reinforcer of self-disclosure in an experimental interview. 
This empirical support for the reciprocity of behavior, and matched 
intimacy of it, is a strong indicator of the power and importance of self-
disclosure in group interaction, and a confirmation of the statement made by 
Jourard {1971): "disclosure begets disclosure" {p. 66). Not only is self-
disclosure and its reciprocity important to group functioning but another 
integral component and determinant of the fficacy of a group, and the depth 
of interaction which occurs in it, is the feedback given by its members to one 
another in response to disclosure and other group behaviors. 
Feedback 
According to Corey {1977), the feedback a group member receives 
assists him in assessing the effects of his behavior on others. Jacobs, Jacobs, 
Gatz, and Schaible {197 3) define feedback as "the process by which group 
members inform each other as to how their behavior is perceived and reacted 
to by others" {p. 244). Not only does feedback make it possible for one to 
know how he effects others, feedback also reveals information about the 
character and views of the one who imparts it. In other words feedback is a 
form of self-disclosure, and the depth and intensity with which it is delivered, 
as well as its accuracy, is a direct indication of the potency of the group and 
the vigor of the members involvement. 
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Cohen (1981) suggests that feedback can serve as an implicit invitation 
to its recipient to become involved in the world of the one who gives it. It 
can be construed as an indication of accessibility and a desire for reciprocal 
feedback. According to Bednar and Kaul (1978), "The ability of groups to 
offer and receive feedback in a healthy, relatively comfortable sty le may be 
indicative of substantial disinhibition and new emotional and behavioral 
learning" (p. 805). This may be shown in (1) the disapproval and disputing of 
unrealistic expectations; (2) greater ability to learn from the consequences of 
ones actions; and (3) acquiring behaviors which are more adaptive. 
Self-disclosure and feedback are the crux of what Yalom (197 5) 
identified as the here-and-now self-reflective loop or dual-pronged process of 
interpersonal learning. Yalom proposed that in order for the here-and-now 
focus on group interaction to be effective, the processing of it must be 
dualistic in nature. That is, group members must first become aware of and 
express/disclose their immediate experience (especially emotional/affective) 
to others in the group; and secondly, they must have the self-reflective 
experience, via feedback from others, of thinking about and understanding 
the significance of their experiences. Self-disclosure and feedback processes 
initiate the groundwork for the self-reflective loop to occur. 
The dualistic nature of the process focus, with its base in the self-
disclosures and feedback of the members of the group, is part of the complex 
process of interpersonal learning and change that occurs in the group. Yalom 
(197 5) referred to this variety of human experience as the "curative factors" 
and de>cribed some of them as being mechanisms of change and some as 
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being conditions for change. He delineated eleven interdependent factors 
t ha t are involved in the process change in groups. They are (1) interpersonal 
lea rn ing, which is the growth and learning that occur in the process of 
reciproca l transac t ions involving self-disclosure and feedback; (2) group 
cohesiveness, the sense of belonging/accepting in the group, which sets the 
stage or an atmosphere, which is conducive to trust and risk. The other 
curative facto rs can be conc e ived of as encompassed by and/or contributors 
to interpersonal lea rn ing. They include (3) the instillation of hope; (q.) 
universality ; (5) the imparting of info rma tion; (6) altruism; (7) the corrective 
recapitulation of the primary family group; (8) the development of socializing 
techniques; (9) imitative behavio r; (10) ca t ha rsis, and (11) existential factors. 
One of the broadest curative factors, and an important mechanism for 
change, is interpersonal learning. According t o Sullivan (1953) interpersonal 
learning is the cornerstone of personality change. In the interplay of 
interactions occurring in a group the members a re exposed to the views, 
interpretations, and the reactions of others t hrough the feedback they 
receive from them. Through reali t y testing and consensual validation 
distortions are denuded and they are able to more clearly see and/or modify 
their perceptions and beliefs t hrough the processing of the immediate 
interaction. The interpersonal lea rn ing tha t takes place within the group can 
be drama tic and sometimes painful. Therefore, one of the necessary 
conditions fo r self -disclosure, feedback, and the interpersonal learning made 
possible by t hem, as well as one of the results of them, is another curative 
fac t or; g roup c ohesiveness. 
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Group cohesiveness, as defined by Frank (1957) is "the attractiveness of 
a group for its members" (p. 53). The sense of trust or "closeness" the 
members of a group feel for one another can be an important factor in the 
group's effectiveness. According to Yalom (197 5), the acceptance of one's 
true self and feelings by others is of paramount importance in individual 
development. Cohesive support and the acceptance of others make for an 
atmosphere conducive to interpersonal and intrapersonal exploration and 
learning. The development and maintenance of cohesion grows out of the 
ability/willingness of group members to responsibly share themselves openly 
with one another (i.e. to self-disclose and provide feedback regarding others' 
disclosures). 
How to increase self-disclosure and feedback and their potency, as well 
as the development of group curative factors, has been a question posed by 
many researchers and practitioners. One technique which has been found to 
be effective is the introduction/manipulation of structure in the group. 
Group Structure 
Lieberman, Yalom, and Miles (1973) conducted an encounter group 
project that has become a landmark in the study of groups and the assessment 
of their effectiveness over a wide range of variables, technique, and 
outcome. The effects of structure (demand characteristics such as · instruc-
tion, training, and practice), on group outcome were studied and it was found 
that structure did not generally improve the members' group experience. A 
curvilinear relationship between structure and outcome was demonstrated; 
positive outcome was negatively correlated with very high and very low 
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structure. Group leaders who used a large number of structured exercises 
were found to be more popular, effective, and competent in the view of their 
members. However, the long-term outcome of the high exercise groups was 
found to be significantly lower than that of the groups utilizing lower levels 
of structured exercises ; there were fewer total members who experienced 
positive change and the change in the high change members was less likely to 
be permanent. Structured exercises appeared to thrust members into higher 
levels of interaction and expression ear lier, but at the expense of natural 
group development and autonomy. 
Traditionally, ambiguity in the group setting has been viewed as a 
facilitator of self-exploration, insight, and behavior change. Rogers 0970) 
strongly embraced the philosophy of unstructured facilitation rather than 
direction (structured exercises) in his wo rk with both groups and individual 
psychotherapy. Rabin (1970) suggested that spontaneous behavior and natural 
group development were best fostered in an ambiguous, unstructured atmos-
phere, and that imposed group structure might lead to less genuineness and 
interfere with the natural unfolding of direction and purpose in the group. 
According to Bednar and Kaul (1978) the rationale behind the ambiguity 
model originated in theories of psychopathology and personality to a greater 
extent than in theories of group dynamics. These beliefs may hold true in 
some instances, but recent research has suggested that the initiation of 
structure, particularly early in a group, may accelerate group development 
and member participation. 
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Bednar, Melnick, and Kaul (1974) suggest that ambiguity, particularly in 
early sessions, does not facilitate early group development but exacerbates 
distortions, interpersonal fears, and subjective distress. These interfere with 
the development of the group and contribute to early member dropout. They 
also proposed that long term group de.velopment and client improvement may 
be facilitated by st ructure that is used to direct and augment new learned 
skills of interaction. They believed that structure reduces client responsibil-
ity and concomitant pressure increasing risk taking and early group cohesion. 
Self-examination would consequently increase due to the feeling of psycho-
logical safety and reduction of risk. This model suggets that the group 
progresses through the following sequence of developmental phases: (1) 
ambiguity; (2) structure; (3) increased risk taking; (4) increased cohesion; and 
(5) increased personal responsibility. 
D'Augelli and Chinsky (1974) investigated meaningful participation, 
among groups of college students, based on the effects of interpersonal skills 
and pregroup training. The pregroup training consisted of a detailed 
presentation of important group behaviors such as self-disclosure, interper-
sonal feedback, and discussion of the "here-and-now." The experimental 
conditions included cognitive instruction, cognitive instruction and behavioral 
practice, and placebo control. Results from process ratings revealed that the 
subjects of the pregroup training groups, particularty cognitive instruction, 
engaged in higher levels of inte rpersonal communications and that this was 
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most significant with interpersonally skilled subjects. 
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Levin and Kurtz (1974) studied the effects of structure and nonstruc-
ture in human relations training groups. Their experimental design included 
three group leader teams, each conducting three structured groups and three 
unstructured groups. In the structured treatments, leaders initiated exercises 
designed to foster the giving and receiving of feedback. In the nonstructured 
treatments the leaders assumed an inactive, non-directive role. Using a 
modified version of the Group Opinion Questionnaire developed by Kapp, 
Gieser, Brissenden, Emerson, Signet, and Kashdan (1964) they assessed 
participants' perception of their experience. Results found the structured 
experience superior to the unstructured in producing positive member percep-
tions of the experience across a wide range of leader experience and member 
characteristics. The increased opportunities for participation in the struc-
tured groups resulted in greater ego involvement. Not only did structure give 
permission to, but required memb~rs to engage in behaviors such as honest 
feedback, expression of feelings, and confrontation which ordinarily are not 
appropriate or sanctioned outside of the group environment. 
Smith (1957) found that the lack of structure in group experiences, and 
the anxiety that goes along with it, decreased member satisfaction and 
increased defensiveness. According to Crews and Melnick (1976) structure is 
relevant to three areas of group outcome and process: "the initiation of a 
group, the anxiety experienced by members, and the development of group 
cohesion" (p. 92) . They utilized three structured learning exercises for 
interpersonal growth groups, consisting of: initial structure, delayed struc-
ture, and no structure. The exercises consisted of directions for, and 
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practice of, the giving and receiving of help, self-disclosure, and feedback. 
Assessment of the effects of the structure were made on anxiety, group 
cohesion, and quality of interpersonal interaction at two different points over 
the groups' lifespan. Structure was not found to increase feedback, group 
confrontation, or group cohesiveness but results did suggest structure to be 
helpful in initiating groups, due to task clarification which enabled members 
to rapidly engage in appropriate interactions. Greater amounts of self-
disclosure were found in the beginning meetings of the groups receiving 
initial structure. This did, however, dissipate as self-disclosure in the other 
treatment conditions increased over time. Unexpectedly, anxiety was found 
to be greatest in the initial structure groups. This was assessed to be a result 
of the high level of interaction occurring in those groups. This situational 
anxiety was defined as a type of state anxiety rather than the debilitating 
social or trait anxiety, which often occurs in social situations as well as in 
early group sessions of an unstructured nature. 
The results of these studies indicate that the use of structure, particu-
larly pregroup and early group structure, can have a positive effect on 
member perception of the group experience, process involvement, and the 
levels of interpers nal communication in the group. Although not conclusive, 
these effects can be seen specifically in variables such as self-disclosure and 
feedback. Of the three types of structure Bednar et al. (1974) have proposed; 
cognitive instruction, modeling, and behavioral practice, behavioral practice 
(interpersonal exercises) has produced the most significant results. They 
suggested that behavioral practice may be incorporated in a variety of ways. 
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One of the proposed ways is to divide the group into dyads or triads in which 
members could practice assigned tasks and/or interpersonal skills. Egan 
(1976) proposed a technique of structure utilizing a contract emphasizing 
planning, observation, and feedback. This specific technique, the "fishbowl" 
and "modified fishbow 1," directs the members toward the execution of the 
contract through the individual and collective activation of their resources. 
The "fishbow 1" format involves the division of a group into two subgroups, each 
observing the others interaction, with the members from each group being 
paired with a member in the group they observe. In the paired dyads the 
members plan and discuss their agendas for their participation in the groups 
and provide feedback to each other regarding their agendas and the imple-
mentation or fulfillment of them. These dyads can meet at various desired 
times over each group session. In the "modified fishbowl" format there is one 
group but each of its members is assigned to another member. Each member 
therefore has a special responsibility to be aware of the verbal and nonverbal 
behaviors of one other group member. At periodic intervals the group breaks 
into dyads for sharing and feedback regarding planned for and actual 
participative involvement. 
This study incorporates structure in the form of the "fishbowl" and 
"modified fishbowl" techniques and assesses the impact of behavioral practice 
and goal setting in dyads on group process variables. Specifically, it is 
hypothesized that the depth of process involvement, in the variables of self-
disclosure and feedback. will be greater in the experimental condition (i.e. a 
structured group format), than in the control or unstructured condition. The 
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occurrence of a change in the depth of process involvement over time, within 
each subject, as well as the possibility of a difference between the sexes will 
also be examined. Depth of process involvement will be assessed in terms of 
ratings of group members verbal participation on a modified version of the 
Rogers Process Scale (Walker, Rablen, &. Rogers, 1960). 
METHOD 
It should be noted that the data base for this research, i.e. video 
recordings of two graduate student group therapy training groups, were made 
in the winter of 1981 and served as the basis of a previous thesis project 
under the direction of Dr. John M. McGuire, Psychology Department at the 
University of Central Florida. Part I of this section was fixed previously as 
part of the original thesis research project of Dana Taylor (1981). Part II 




The subjects were first-year graduate students in the two-year terminal 
.S. program in clinical psychology at the University of Central Florida, 
Orlando, Florida. They participated in the experimental training laboratory 
in group process and therapy skills as a partial fulfillment of the require-
ments for the introductory graduate class in group process and psychotherapy 
(CLP 6457). There were a total of 16 subjects, seven male and nine female, 
from the ages of 21 to 56 . The option of participating in the experiment or 
of taking the class at another time was given. All of the class members chose 
to participate and signed an information and release form (see Appendix A). 
• 
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Assignment of Subjects to Groups 
The pool of subjects was divided into two groups of eight each (Group 
A--experimental, Group B--control), by individual assignment. Assignments 
were made by the research team of Dr. McGuire and Dana Taylor on the basis 
of sex and on scores obtained on two pregroup rating instruments assessing 
overall interpersonal skills functioning level. Rating procedures were done at 
the end of the previous academic quarter when these 16 students had fulfilled 
requirements for an introductory course in counseling skills (CLP 6456). One 
of the instruments was a global 5-point scale described by Carkhuff (1980). 
This scale allows the rater to assess qualitative levels of interpersonal skill 
dimensions (accurate empathy, genuineness, respect, concreteness, self-
disclosure, confrontation, and immediacy). Points one and two depict skills 
below a minimally facilitative level of helping, point three indicates a 
minimally facilitative level, and points fou r and five represent above 
minimally facilitative levels. Ratings of counseling skills were obtained from 
video tapes of the laboratory section of CLP 6456. The second rating 
instrument used was the FIRO-B, scored using the standard procedures 
delineated by Schutz (1967). The FIRO-B purports to assess the strength of 
"expressed" versus "wanted" needs in three dimensions of interpersonal style-
-Inclusion, Control, and Affection (for a more detailed discussion of these 
dimensions see Schutz, 1958, 1967). Due to the work schedules of three of 
the subjects it was necessary to assign them to Group B. Based on their 
interpersonal skills and style ratings, matches for these three individuals 
were found from the remaining subjects and assigned to Group A. The 
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remaining assignments were made in a fashion designed to produce a matched 
or balanced number of subjects, according to their ratings, in each group, and 
by an equal division of sexes in so far as possible. The primary purpose of 
this matching procedure was to balance the group composition as much as 
possible in terms of basic interpersonal skill levels and comfort levels in 
relating to others, especially in a group situation. 
Group Preparation and Structure 
Similarities 
The subjects were members of the same course (see Appendix B), and 
received the same didactic input, course materials, and assignments. They 
were all presented identical handouts outlining the guidelines, experiential 
group introduction, and a contract for growth groups (see Appendix C). All 
received input regarding the log (see Appendix D) they were required to keep 
throughout the group experience. The log recorded personal process experi-
ence and individual agendas. Both groups were encouraged to become aware 
of their strengths and deficits in interpersonal skills and to utilize the group 
to challenge old ways of relating for self and others and to experiment with 
new ways of relating. They were given a list of questions about interpersonal 
sty le developed by Egan (1977) to assist them. They were instructed to bring 
these issues to group with them. Both groups met once per week for nine 
weeks and for the same amount of time each week: approximately one hour 
and thirty minutes. 
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Differences 
Group B operated as an "open group" throughout the nine week period. 
The leader provided minimal explicit structure and direction at each session 
as to how it should proceed. Each member of Group B came to group 
prepared with an agenda (pregroup structure), but how the group proceeded to 
operate was left to the group. Group A operated utilizing the "fishbowl" and 
"modified fishbowl" structuring techniques described by Egan (1976). The 
leader paired the members of Group A into dyads on a rotation basis each 
week for six weeks so that each member was paired with six of the possible 
seven other members. In the first three weeks of Group A (Phase I), the 
members were systematically rotated producing two groups of four members 
and one leader. Each five-person group met for a 30-minute group session 
each week (during Phase I). While one group was interacting, the remaining 
four dyad partners observed. The remaining 30 minutes were spent in dyads 
(see Figure l). In the dyads, the partners dealt with several issues pertaining 
to their agendas, behavior, and the contract of group specific skills: (1) the 
clarification of what to disclose about self; (2) the clarification of confronta-
tions they wanted to engage in; (3) the clarification of immediacy of you-me 
issues; and (4) the imparting of feedback (concrete-behavioral). In the second 
three weeks of Group A (Phase II), the "modified fishbow 1" structure was 
incorporated. During this phase, the entire eight-member group with the 
leader met for two 35-minute sessions. The remaining 20 minutes was spent 
in dyads (see Figure 2). The members were told to pay special attention to 
their partners during the group time. The final three weeks of Group A 
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DYADS 4 PERSON GROUP DYADS 4 PERSON GROUP DYADS 
(ROTATING (ROTATING 
MEMBERS) MEMBERS) 
10 min. 30 min. 10 min. 30 min. 10 min 
DYADS DYAD PARTNERS DYADS DYAD PARTNERS DYADS 
OBSERVING OBSERVING 
10 min. 30 min. 10 min. 30 min. 10 min. 
Figure I. Group A--Phase I fishbow I structure. 
22 
8 PERSON GROUP DYADS 8 PERSON GROUP DYADS 
35 min. 10 min. 35 min. 10 min. 
Figure 2. Group A--Phase II modified fishbow 1 structure· 
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(Phase III) were spent as an open group for 90 minutes (see Figure 3). Phase I 
of Group B was spent in 60-minute groups, Phase II in 70-minute groups, and 
Phase III in 90-minute groups (see Figure 4). 
Filming 
Both groups were video-filmed for 60 minutes of each week. During 
Phase I of Group A, both four member (plus one leader), 30-minute groups 
were filmed each week . Each of the 60-minute sessions of Group B, during 
the first three weeks, were also filmed in their entirety. During Phase II of 
Group A, the first 30 and second 30 minutes of each group were filmed, with 
the video recorder being turned off during the last five minutes of the first 
35-minute group and the first five minutes of the second 35-minute group. 
During weeks four, five, and six of Group B (Phase II), the video recorder was 
turned off for the middle ten minutes of the 70-minute group period. During 
the final three weeks of both groups (Phase III), the middle 60 minutes of 
each 90-minute group were filmed with the camera off during the first and 
last 15-minute periods. The camera-recording operation was controlled by 
the group leader via a portable remote switch. 
Part II 
The primary focus of this research is to assess the effects of group 
structuring techniques ("fishbowl" and "modified fishbowl") on depth of 
process involvement within two experiential training groups. Depth of 
process involvement is defined as ratings of verbal feedback and self-
disclosure behaviors using a modified version of the Rogers Process Scale. 
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8 PERSON GROUP 
90 minutes 
Figure 3. Group A--Phase III. 
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8 PERSON GROUP 
Phase I - 60 minutes 
8 PERSON GROUP 
Phase II - 70 minutes 
8 PERSON GROUP 
Phase III - 90 minutes 
Figure 4. Group B--Phases I-II-III Open Group. 
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The depth of process interactions between individuals is seen as an important 
factor in the success or failure of an individual's group experience and of the 
effectiveness of the group as a whole. Rogers (1958) developed the 
conception of group process movement by delineating a developmental 
sequence of stages in which an individual may be identified according to 
his/her involvement in the group. Seven stages were described in which 
quality of process was illustrated in terms of seven threads of psychological 
activity and verbal expression ranging from fixity, rigidity, and a structure-
bound manner in stage one, to a flow, awareness, richness, and immediacy of 
experiencing in stage seven. A scale was then developed from which ratings 
of behavior, in terms of these seven stages, could be made from taped 
interviews or therapy sessions (Walker, Rablen & Rogers, 1960). The scale 
has been validated in a number of different group therapy settings: in 
process movement in a T-group (Clark &. Culbert, 1965), and group process 
movement in a therapy group (Truax, 1961). Interjudge reliability was also 
found to be satisfactory (Clark &. Culbert, .!:. = .80; Truax, .!:_ = .64-). Meador 
(1970) utilized this scale in a classic investigation of process movement in an 
encounter group. Reliability of the scale was found to range from .69 to .99. 
This study utilizes a modified version of the Rogers Process Scale (see 
Appendix E). The seven stages of the original scale were condensed into five, 
with justification in terms of the lack of differentiation and lack of clarity of 
distinction among some of the original scale points (e.g. the total absence of 
description for some of the points). 
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Rating 
There were nine group sessions taped for both groups, A and B. The 
fifth taped session of Group B was damaged during the recording. The fifth 
taped session of Group A was subsequently discarded in order to balance the 
number of tapes in the two groups. A total of 16 tapes, eight from Group A 
and eight from Group B, remained for rating. Each group member was 
identified to the raters, and to the author of this study (due to the fact that 
he was a member of one of the groups), only by a system of coded numbers 
developed by Dr. cGuire. Two IO-minute segments were randomly selected 
(drawn from a hat) for each group member in each group session for a total of 
256 segments to be rated. There were three possible IO-minute segments 
from each of the three group sessions in Phase I of Group A and six possible 
segments from the 60-minute tapes of both Groups A and B in the remaining 
phases. It was assumed that the possible interaction time for each individual 
in the 30-minute groups (four-person groups) in Phase I of Group A was equal 
to the possible interaction time in the 60-minute groups (eight-person groups) 
during Phase I of Group B. Each tape was coded with randomized alphabet-
ical letters to prevent rater know ledge of their original temporal order. The 
raters located the assigned segments to be rated by the use of a digital 
segment locator on the tape player. 
Rater 
The rater in this study was a graduate student in clinical psychology. 
She volunteered for the project and was naive to the purpose of the research. 
28 
She was trained by a graduate student who was trained by the author of this 
study and Dr. McGuire. Before training commenced, she was given defini-
tions of the variables being rated by the scale (see Appendix F). Training 
consisted of four two-hour sessions totaling eight hours. The first session 
consisted of familiarization to the scale, its points, and concrete behavioral 
examples of behavior characteristic at each point. Sessions two through four 
consisted of discussion, questions, and applied practice in the use of the scale 
on sample segments taken from the film "Journey Into Self" used for the 
. eador (1970) dissertation. After practice ratings were made, they were 
discussed in terms of the scale. After the training was completed, the rater 
rated the filmed segments independently and was instructed not to collabo-
rate on or discuss her ratings or the material on the film. Each randomly 
selected ratable segment was viewed twice before a final decision as to its 
rating was made. 
For the determination of rater reliability, as well as for a competence 
requirement in training, the operational definition of agreement in the rating 
of segments was established to be one scale point maximum difference 
between the rater and the rater's trainer who was considered as the "standard 
rater" on the scale. For example, ratings of 3 and 4 made by the rater and 
trainer on a given segment were acceptable. However, ratings of 2 and 4 
would not be acceptable owing to the fact that they did not hold to the 
agreement limitation of one scale point maximum difference. The rater I 
trainer reliability check on 15 randomly selected actual data segments was 
calculated by subtracting disagreements from agreements and dividing by the 
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total number of ratings. Separate agreement coefficients were calculated 
for each of the seven categories of the process scale (e.g. FPM, EXP, etc.) 
The agreement coefficient for the Degree of Incongruence (INC) category 
was .00. Therefore, the decision was made to exclude this category from the 
study . An average agreement coefficient of .81 was achieved for the 
remaining categories; this was deemed as an acceptable level of agreement 
for the purposes of this study. 
In order to determine whether or not there are significant differences 
between the conditions and factors being assessed, a three-factor mixed 
design with two between-subjects (independent) factors (Experimental/ 
Control Group and Sex) and one within-subjects (repeated) factor (Phase/ 
Time) was utilized to analyze the data. This design will determine if there is 
a significant difference in depth of process involvement between the two 
groups. It will also reveal if there is a change in the depth of process, over 
time, within the subjects as well as if there is any difference between the 
sexes due to the experimental conditions or any interactions among these 
factors. 
RESULTS 
The primary hypothesis stated that the depth of process involvement 
for the individuals in the experimental group (structured group format) would 
be greater than that of the individuals in the control group (unstructured 
group format). Table 1 shows total mean process scores for the experimental 
group (_ = 3.34) and the control group (M = 3.23). This difference was not 
significant, F ( L .12) = .43. While the total mean process involvement score 
for males (_ = 3.44) was slightly higher than that for the female subjects (M 
= 3.13), this difference did not quite reach statistical significance, F (l,12) = 
3.34, .E. .08. 
n analysis of the data in terms of change in the depth ~of process 
involvement over time (phases) was also computed. Table 2 presents mean 
process scores for treatment groups by phase. A NOVA revealed highly 
significant differences in process scores over time, F (2,24) = 9.49, .E. .001. 
Post-hoc analysis revealed that the significant mean differences were be-
tween Phases I and II, F (l ,30) = 4.11, .E. .04, and between Phases I and III, F 
(l ,30) = 16.45, .E. .001. There was no significant difference between mean 
scores for Phases II versus III. 
Additional A OVA procedures were completed for each category of the 
process scale. Table 3 shows the mean process scores of both experimental 
























MEAN PHASE SCORES 















MEAN OVERALL PROCESS SCORES 
(CATEGORIES) 
Group Exp er im en tal Control 
Phase 1 2 3 l 2 3 
FP 3.13 3.32 3.79 2.78 3.42 3.73 
EXP 3.11 3.66 3.74 2.91 3.81 3.73 
SEL 3.36 2.87 3.40 2.62 3.05 3.23 
CE 3.00 2.92 3.59 2.78 3.33 3.38 
PRB 2.88 3.43 3.80 2.39 3.11 3.53 
REL 3.00 3.41 4.12 2.92 3.57 3.50 
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Three-way A NOVA (Treatment x Sex x Phase) revealed no significant 
treatment, sex or interaction effects for any of the process scale variables. 
However, significant phase effects were noted for all variables with the 
exception of the SEL (Communication of Self) category: FPM, F (2,28) = 
8.37, E. .001; EXP, F (2,24) - 12.61, E. .001; CE, F (2,24) = 4.95, E_.01; PRB, 
.!:_ (2,24) = 7 .36, 1?. .003; and REL, F (2,24) = 11.25, 1?. .001. 
DISCUSSION 
The primary hypothesis of this study, i.e. that depth of process 
involvement would be greater in the experimental group, was not supported. 
The members of the unstructured group (Control Group) disclosed as much 
and were as genuine, spontaneous, and involved in their group as were the 
members of the group in which the "fishbowl" structure (Experimental Group) 
was incorporated. Significantly, process involvement was not found to be 
greater in the experimental group in the first phase (weeks 1-3) when 
exercises were assumed to have the greatest facilitative effect. While 
Bednar, elnick, and Kaul (1974) suggested that structure would facilitate 
early group development, and Crews and Melnick (1976) found structure to 
increase self-disclosure early on in a group, these effects were not observed 
in this study. Both the Bednar et al. proposition and the Crews and Melnick 
study were based on clinical populations and/or encounter group participants. 
The fact that this study involved a population of graduate students in clinical 
psychology participating in training groups, may account for the failure of 
any structural effect between groups both early on and later in- the 
experience. According to Tuckman (1964) 
the most striking differences between therapy and training group 
settings are in the area of group composition, task, goal, and duration 
of group life. Such differences can account for different findings in the 
two settings. (p. 385) 
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One of the variables which may have influenced a similar level of 
process involvement in both groups was that of outside activity and contact 
between members. The members were already a relatively cohesive group of 
graduate students involved in meaningful and significant interactions on a 
daily basis, including intensive training and practice (with each other) in 
counseling microskills during the academic term immediately preceding 
participation in the group. Friendships had developed and were developing 
between the students, and although they had unique backgrounds and styles of 
interpersonal relating, they had similar interests and goals in terms of 
pursuing graduate training in clinical psychology. In terms of commitment to 
and involvement in the profession of psychology, their levels of interaction in 
the groups may have been taken very seriously. Where a structured format 
might increase process involvement in a group of individuals who were 
unfamiliar with and not practiced in interpersonal skills relating, its effects 
on individuals with prior psychological sophistication might not be as dra-
matic. 
The fact that the group members knew that they were being filmed 
might have lso had an influence on their levels of interaction and involve-
ment in the groups. The members of both experimental and control groups 
may have put forth an extra effort to behave appropriately and involve 
themselves in the process. 
Another factor which might have contributed to a similar level of 
process involvement in both groups was that of formal classroom experience 
and didactic instruction. The members of both groups were students in the 
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same graduate course in group psychotherapy which gave them the opportu-
nity to familiarize themselves with and become aware of group process 
variables and effective group behavior. Thus, the level of interpersonal skills 
functioning and similar intensive didactic experiences in group process may 
have washed out any effects that the "fishbowl" structural manipulation may 
have had on a less sophisticated subject sample. Lee and Bednar (1977) 
reported that the effects of group structure were most significant and 
beneficial for subjects with low risk-taking dispositions or skills, which were 
assessed prior to the group experience. Bednar and Kaul (1978), upon a 
review of numerous studies utilizing structural manipulations, found that 
personality variables often affected outcome in terms of a structure X 
personality interaction effect. Specifically, and most significant to this 
study, they reported that subjects possessing higher levels of interpersonal 
functioning were affected least by higher structure conditions while con-
versely, lower level subjects benefited more when higher structural demands 
were implemented. Personality data (FIRO-B scores) was collected on the 
subjects who participated in this study. This data, however, was not anlayzed 
for the purposes of this project and is another variable which may have 
effected the lack of significant results. Further research which provides for 
the control/elimination of these variables is needed in order to determine 
whether or not they did in fact have an influence on group members' process 
involvement. 
There was no specific hypothesis in terms of male/fem ale differences, 
and no statistically significant sex effect was found. There was, however, a 
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trend toward greater process involvement by the males across groups. This 
trend is intuitively surprising given the commonly held assumption that 
females tend to be more emotionally expressive and trusting. There is also 
some evidence in the 1i tera tu re which suggests that females are more 
interpersonally open than males in terms of self-disclosure, e.g. Jourard and 
Lasakow (19 58), and Pederson and Buglio (1968). O'Kelly and Schuldt (1981), 
however, found males to be more self-disclosing than females. This effect 
was also reported by Graves (1982) and Kobocow (1981 ). Further research 
into this area would be necessary in order to determine what variables in this 
study produced the trend towards greater male involvement. 
The depth of process involvement for all subjects in both the structured 
and unstructured group formats increased significantly over time. This 
"phase effect" finding was expected. Meador (1970) found both individual and 
group process movement to increase over time in a predictable fashion. It 
appears that over time, with practice and the development of greater 
cohesion, group members learn how to become more experientially involved 
in their group interactions. In the present study, this clear example of 
experiential learning was demonstrated by the increase in process scores 
between Phases I and II as well as between I and III. 
The increased potential for experiential learning in training groups 
stems from the fact that the members are both participants and observers, 
and that the leader is an interpreter of process as well as a teacher of 
process interpretation (Semrad & Arsenian, 19 51 ). This study experimentally 
validates the training group methodology as an effective paradigm for 
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teaching group process and interpretive skills vis a-vis the experiential 
learning of effective group behaviors. The significant increase in process 
involvement of the members is an evidence that they were quickly able to 
learn operative interactional and behavioral skills. Lewin (19 51) proposed 
that participation in groups is a potent means by which to learn ne~ social 
skills. Experiential teaching/training, along with a didactic instructional 
base, as was the format of the methodology for this study, facilitated the 
participation in these groups. 
A review of the li tera tu re produced only one study which involved an 
implementation of structure to training groups. The Levin and Kurtz (1974) 
study (cited earlier in this paper) reported the structured group experience to 
be more positively perceived by its members than the unstructured experi-
ence. It appears, from the Lev in and Kurtz study, and this study, that other 
variables (e.g. individual interpersonal sty le) interact with the structural 
conditions in ways which either cancel it out or limit its influence, or which 
might lead to facilitation of group process involvement. Whlle more research 
is needed which deals with structure in training groups, and which provides 
for control of the unique variables involved, the training group is an effective 
methodology for teaching group process and interpersonal skills. 
APPENDIX A 
INFORMATION &. RELEASE FORM 
TAYLOR - MC GUIRE RESEARCH 
PROJECT - WINTER, 1981 
lnforma tion & Release Form 
Taylor - McGuire Research 
Project - Winter, 1981 
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You are being asked to participate in a thesis research project designed 
to assess different aspects of interpersonal functioning in a small group 
setting; i.e. CLP 6457-Psy 6946. 
Approximately 1/3 of the time (i.e. 30 minutes) in the group lab each 
week for 9 weeks will be videotaped to be analyzed at a later time. There 
will be no observers present whether or not the group is being taped. 
The class will be divided into two matched groups composed of 
approximately 8 members each. Dr. Jack McGuire will serve as the group 
trainer/facilitator in each group. General contractual guidelines regarding 
expectations for group participation will be provided to all members and 
discussed prior to the first group meeting. Specific structural guidelines for 
each lab group will be provided at the first group meeting of each lab section. 
At the end of this project (subsequent to the last group session) the 
experimenter, Dana Taylor, and Dr. McGuire will provide you with full details 
as to the nature of the independent hypotheses, etc. The final writeup of this 
research project will be available as a bound thesis volume in the library for 
nyone interested in a full description of the study, the results, etc. 
No group member will be personally identified in the thesis, data 
analysis, etc. Code numbers will be assigned to each group member, 
including the trainer, and this list will be maintained only by Dr. McGuire. 
While the maintenance of confidentiality within each group is always a 
central requisite of group participation, due to the controlled research aspect 
of these groups, it is particularly critical that group members do not discuss 
their group experience with anyone outside their group. 
I understand that I do not have to participate in this research project 
and that I can take CLP 6457-Psy 6946 at another time. By signing this form 













CLP 6458 - Clinical Intervention III (4 hrs.) 
PSY 6946 - Experiential Group Process Lab (2 hrs.) 
(Wtr '81) Dr. McGuire 
Introduction to Group Process 
and Group Psychotherapy 
CONTENT READING ASSIGNMENT 
l) Handouts 
2) Face-to-Face, Egan 
(En ti re book) 
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Intro to Course: require-
ments, format (mechanical 
details of time, place, etc.); 
overview of purposes: pro-
cesses of Group Laboratory 
Experience; Course Contract; 
Ind iv. vs. Group Therapy; 
Distinctions between Group 
Therapy & Encounter 
3) Inside a Basic Encounter 
Group-;- by Coulson -
Group Lab. 111 
eaning of Process in group 
experience 
Group Lab. 112 
Film: Journey into Self 
Group Dynamics &. Task Groups 
Group Lab 113 
Overview of Experiental Group 
Theory 
Film - Shostrum: Actualization 
Group Therapy 
Group Lab 114 
Midterm 
Group Lab If 5 
On reserve 
4) Corey: Chapt. 1 
1) Yalom: Chapt. 14 
2) Historical Overview 
Handout 
3) Corey: Chapt. 2 
1) Yalom: Chap ts. 1 &. 2 
2) On reserve: Gestalt 
Therapy workshop 
3) Corey: Chapt. 3 
1) Yalom: Chapts. 3 &. 4 
2) On Reserve: Gestalt 
Therapy Workshop 
3) Corey: Chapt. 4 
l) Schaff er &. Galinsky 
Chapt. on Reserve -
Psychodrama 
2) Corey: Chapt. 5 
2/17/81 
2/24/81 
A Video-tape Demonstration of 
Psychodramatic Techniques 
Group Lab 116 
l) Yalom: Chapt. 5a 
2) Corey: Chapt. 6 
l) Yalom: Chapts. 6 &. l 0 
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Overview of Rational-Emotive 
Theory/Group Application 
Film: Rational Emotive Group 
Group Lab 117 




Gestalt Dream Work: A film 
with class participation -
demonstration 
Group Lab 118 
(Open Topic) 
Group Lab 119 
FINAL EXAM 
COUR E REQUIRE ENTS 
CLP 6458 - 50% idterm &. 50% Final 
(S-U) PSY 6946 
1) Attendance of Group 
3) Open Group: Reserve 
4) Corey: Chapt. 7 
l) Yalom: Chapt. 11 
2) Corey: Chapt. 8 
1) Yalom: Chapts. 12 &. 13 
2) Corey: Chapt. 9 
2) Group Process logs for each group with a final summary 
paper that is turned in at the last night of class 
3) Completion of Individual and Group Contract 
RE ERVE READINGS 
1. Coulson: Inside a basic encounter group 
2. The Gestalt Therapy Workshop 
3. Psychodrama reserve chapter 
4. Open Group - by Egan 
5. Dream Seminars by Perls 
APPENDIX C 
CLP 6457 
EXPERIE TIAL GROUP INTRODUCTION 
Guidelines for Psychologists Conducting 
Growth Groups 
A:'viERIC..\~ PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOC IA TIO~ 1 
The follov.ing guidelines arc pre ent1:d for the inform:i-
tion and uidance of psychologis who conduct growth 
o r encounter roup:o. They are not in tended to substi· 
tute for or 10 supplant ethical prJctices for psycholo-
i ts specified elsewhere 
The de,·elopment of these l?uide!ine. wJ prompted 
by the concern of st\'CrJl unit '1thm the American 
P:ycholo acal ociation tbJt hc:re be a ;et of oper:it· 
in pnnciple · for lhe u e of p. ychologbt• acti\'e in 
uch group:o The uideline do not presume to specify 
or endorse ny profe i nal procedure or technique 
U!ed in a roup, but only to aid p;ychologi~l:o who offer 
roup to pre,en hem ch·e~ in a m:inner th:it is ethi-
c lly oun nd pro ecti,·c of the p:irticipJnt. 
The: prc~enc La ement 3ttcmpt to accommod:ite 
thu e u c. uons from \'Jnou· p ycholo1n t~ in re pon e 
to the dr ft t temcnt published by the Bo:ird of Pro-
fc,~11.1nJl Affair in the APA .\lo 11tor o December 
19 I c\ ul 1 ~o 12. p J1 I i to bee peeled thlt 
the:. e u1d hne will be :oubjec 10 moduic:ition a,; lhey 
1 h· of the e\'olution 
I En1, ·1n11 1n10 a gro ... 1h oup e ~raencc: ,hould be on 
a \OJunl~r}' bbLS, &ny form or CC>trcion to p.;inktpalc ls 
10 t..c \•01ded 
Thr folio 1ni:: inform.:ation should ~ made :injbble 
In rllm lo II proipcCU\"c p:irticip.in 
Ca I .'\n e phm tatcmcnt or the purpose or the irroup ; 
(bJ T)l'IU or lcchnaqucs th t m.i . be c:mplO\ cd; 
(r) The: cducauon , lr:umn . ;ind c:r~riencc or the 
le drr or leader • 
(dl T hr rec and any additional cx~n th:it m:a" be 
incurred, 
1 .4. ppro\·cd for publlation b~ the Bo:ird or Directors of 
lhc .'\men n Ps} cholojrical As.sociation on Februar~ 15. 
1 ;3 .'\n ad hoc comm! Ice consi5t1nc of Donild H Clark. 
\\'1lbu1 Eri craon, and John J Mc~11ll:ln (Ch:iir ). the 
Bond of Prorcss1onal Affair>. and lhe Bo:ird of Director 
ll ere succcl.SJ\'CI} rcsporuible for development of lhe state-
ment in 1LS final Corm 
Rcquc u for rtprint should ~ sent to Dtpartment or 
Prof, ional Alfa.in, .4.qiericao Psycho!Olrlcal Association. 
1:00 ScHntcenlh St.rttt , , · W., \\'uhiniiton . D .C . • 00 6. 
( t ) A utcmcnt '1!. to whether or n•J: :i follow-up ser-
,·icc is incluried in the ir~ ; 
I/) Go.1ls of the µroup experience ancl 1echniqu's to 
be used ; 
( g) .'\mounts lnd 1..ind.; of responsibili1y to be assumed 
by the leadt•r :ind by the p:irticipanlS For e.i::imple, (i) 
the de11ree to which :i particip:inl is 1ree no1 10 iollow sug-
s:estions and pr,_cnplions of the J?roup leader and olhcr 
~oup members , ( ii) :any re3triction, on a p:artkipant's 
frttdom lo le3,·c the croup 1 an) time ; and. 
c,, ) hsue. oi connd.-:11iality. 
3 A scrcenin · in1en 1ew should ht" conduc1ed by the 
s:roup leader prior lo the acceptance oi any participant. 
It b lht' rcspon.ibility o r the lead~r 10 .:reen OUl those 
mdi,·idual inr "horn he or ~he JU dJ!e.s the itroup e:tperi -
ence to be in.iµpr priJle hould an inlt': ,·i~w not be pos-
sibk th<'n oth1·r mea ure hould Ix u ,.J 10 achie,·e the 
same resulls. 
.\t th lime oi the ~cr~cninc inten·iew. or al some other 
time pnor to th be •111nin of the i:roup. opportunity 
should ~ prnnd.-d for leader-participant exploration of 
the terms oi the contract a.s described in the informa tion 
st tement Thi> i to :iz;ure mutual understa ndini: of lhe 
conlrlcl. 
4 It is r~C'O:?n1ud that IITOll' lh i:roups ml}' be used for 
both educauon I :and p yC'hotherapcutic purpo~es. If the 
purµose is primaril~ educational. the leader assu mes the 
usull prof - ional and ethical obli[!allon of an educator. 
Ii the purpo~ is thera~utk. the leader assumes lhe same 
profe~1onal and ethic.ii responsibilities he or she would 
a ume in indi,·idua.I or l!fOUp psychotherapy, incluwn11 
b iorc and alter con uhation with any other therapist who 
may be proie ionally in\'ol\'ed with the participant. Jn 
both cues. the leaders own education. training, and ex-
~riencc should be commensurate wilh thc.e resp nsibilitie.s. 
. It is rcco1mized that i:rov.-th groups may be used for 
responsible research or e:rploration of human potenti:il and 
may therefore in\'oh·e the use or inno,·ati\'e and unusual 
ttchniques. \\'hile such professional exploration must be 
proteCled and encoura11ed. the welfare oi the participant is 
of paramount imµortJnC'C T hcrtfore , when an experience 
is clearly idt'nllnrd as "experimental." the leader should 
(a ) makt iull disclosure of techniques to be used, (b ) de-
linea te the res~c:i\'C responsibilities or the leader and par-
ticip:ant durinl? the con tract discussion phase prior to the 
official beitinninc of the irroup ex~rience . and {c) evaluate 
and make public his or her findinizs. 




Experiential Group Introduction 
The experiential group is a specific form of laboratory learning. The 
focus of this laboratory is interpersonal re la tions as such. A small group of 
people come together to assess their in te rpersonal strengths and deficits and 
to experiment with effective fo rms of re lating t hat have not usually been 
part of their day to day interactional sty le. Improved interpersonal or human 
relation skills come about through experience based learning in which you as 
a participant interact with and receiv e feedback from others in specialized 
ways. 
Each participant for example learns how to ta lk about himself, how to 
reveal the "person inside" more responsibly, how t o foster constructive 
reactions and handle destructive ones, how to show care and concern for 
others, how to see the world through the eyes of others, how to challenge 
others with care and involvement, how to understand others, how to engage in 
self-exploration, how to be a more fully functioning hu man being. The 
experiential group allows comparative strangers to talk with one another at 
often deep levels of intimacy; the cultural prerequisi tes for friendship and 
intimacy are laid aside in so far as possible. The pa rt ic ipants deal with one 
another intimately, not because they may be long-tim e acquaintances but 
merely because they are fellow human beings. The group allows the 
participants to confront others out of a sense of caring and concern; it allows 
for self-disclosure and the expression of feelings. The group allows for the 
laying aside of those forms of politeness, e t c. , that are really often nothing 
more than constructions that make re la ting safe. 
To participate in a group labora tory experience is to be committed to 
the notion that the unexamined life is not worth living. It is to take the risk 
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of becoming more aware of my areas of strength in human living and my 
areas of deficit. It means that I will struggle to avoid both dependence and 
counterdependence and opt for interdependence with others. It is realizing 
that others have resources for my own growth which they are willing to share 
if I am willing to share my own. (Adapted from Egan, 1973) 
As a participant member of your group, you are expected to interact 
with the other members and trainer of your group with the following dual 
general goals: 
1. As a full member-participant it is expected that you will use respond-
ing, challenging, self-challenge, and group specific skills to accomplish 
both your own personal goals/agenda in the group and to help others to 
achieve their goals/agenda. 
2. As a clinician/trainee it is expected that you will model and practice 
the skills of affective interpersonal living. (See below) 
Responding skills (see Egan 1979) 
1. facilitative attending 




Challenge, self-challenge skills (see Egan 197 5) 




Group specific skills (see attachment from Egan 1970) 
A CONTRACT FOR INTERPERSONAL GROWTH GROUPS 
This is a contract describing a number of characteristics that are 
considered essential to the functioning of interpersonal growth groups. The 
purpose of the contract is to help you understand the basic requirements of 
the group before you commit yourself to involvement. Please read the 
following contract carefully, and then decide whether you would like to 
participate in this kind of experience. If you participate in the group, it is 
expected that you will strive to adhere to the spirit of the contract. 
The Goals of the Group 
There are two primary goals of the group. The first is interpersonal 
(between people) growth. This involves discovering new ways of relating to 
or being present with other people. It also involves taking a look at how and 
why you relate to other people in certain ways, and how people perceive us. 
The second goal of the group is intrapersonal (within the person) growth. This 
involves taking a look at ourselves, how we feel, how we think, how we 
emote, and seeing more clearly how we function. Within the group, often 
intrapersonal and interpersonal growth are combined in certain experiences 
and both can be gleamed simultaneously. 
This contract has been modeled after and some sections have been taken 
directly from a sample group contract in Encounter: Group Processes for 
Interpersonal Growth by Gerald Egan, Brooks-Cole Publishing Company, 
Belmont, California, 1970. 
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Leadership in the Group 
The group will have a leader but he is not a leader in the traditional 
sense. If you have difficulty understanding what the contract calls for, he 
will help you understand it, but he is not there to teach in the usual sense. 
The leader functions as a leader-member since he is interested in his own 
interpersonal growth as well as the growth of the group members. Since he 
has had experience and training in group dynamics, he can serve as a resource 
person and sometimes he will serve as a model of kinds of behavior called for 
by the contract. However, since he is not completely self-actualized in his 
interpersonal relationships, all the group members share in the responsibility 
for demonstrating the contractual behavior. 
The Laboratory-Like Na tu re 
of the Group Experience 
The activities you are about to participate in should be viewed as an 
experiment in relating to others. You will have an opportunity to try yourself 
in new ways. 
l. Learning by Doing. You will learn how to relate to others more 
effectively by actually re la ting. You will see yourself in action 
and you will talk about the ways in which you relate to the other 
members of the group. 
2. A Climate of Experimentation. The term laboratory implies 
experimentation. You will experiment with your own behavior 
attempting to relate to others in new ways. This does not mean 
that the group will invent new ways of acting. Rather, you will 
try to deal with others in ways that you do not ordinarily use in 
your day to day contact. For instance, if you are usually quiet 
and reserved, you may experiment with speaking up in the group. 
For you, this is a new way of being present with others. 
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3. No Pre-Judging the Experiment. The person who comes to the 
group convinced that the experiment will not work, usually leaves 
it feeling quite self-satisfied. His prophesy has been self-
fulfilling. You are asked not to pre-judge the experiment, but 
rather to reserve your judgment. The only way you will ever know 
if the experiment works or not, is to give your self to it as 
completely as possible. 
4. Feedback. Your own behavior is the major input into the 
experiment, but trying new ways of behaving is somewhat useless 
unless it is possible to determine how this behavior strikes others. 
Therefore, you are asked not only to react to others, but to tell 
others directly how their behavior strikes you. You too will 
receive feedback from the other participants. By means of such 
feedback, you should come to a better understanding of your own 
interpersonal abilities and limitations. 
Try to get a feeling for your ability to involve yourself with others. All 
of us have strong points and all of us have areas of deficit in our 
interpersonal living. Use the group to get a feeling for both. 
Living in the Now 
There are several rules designed to promote awareness and expression 
of moment to moment feelings. 
l. The Here and Now. Speak of what you are feeling at the moment 
rather than what took place somewhere else at another time. 
When you talk about things that took place outside the group, try 
to make them relevant to what is going on in the group in the 
present. 
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2. Who Determines Truth. For each person what is true is deter-
mined by what is in him, what he directly feels and finds making 
sense in himself and the way he lives inside himself. We can tell 
another what we perceive about them but whether or not it 
actually turns out to be useful, only the person himself can 
determine. We want him to express his truth at the moment. 
3. Be Specific. When you are speaking for yourself, say "I". When 
you are speaking to somebody else, call him by name. Don't say 
"People don't listen to you when you talk." Say, "Bill, I have some 
very strong feelings and I don't think you are hearing me." If you 
have something to say to the whole group, do it through one 
individual. Don't say "There are some people in the group with 
whom I get along better." But say it directly to those people. 
Say, " ary I perceive you as a very warm and gentle person." If 
you address yourself to the whole group, the members often will 
just sit there and listen respectively but not really give you a 
personal response. 
4. Settle Your Business in the Group. If you have something to work 
out with another member of the group, try to do it in the group 
itself. However, if that's not possible, it may be necessary that 
two or three of you settle it outside the group provided you 
summarize to the group what has taken place. Don't let your 
outside activities cyphen off what is of concern to all the 
members. 
Fusing Emotion and Language 
Some of your modes of contact with one another will be non-verbal; 
however, the principle mode involves talking. Expressing feelings through 
language will be one of the crucial factors of the experiment. 
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1. Emotion. Many of our day-to-day social interactions do not 
encourage full emotional expression. This is an experiment to 
which you are to search for how you feel and seek to find ways of 
expressing it as constructively as possible. Intellectual thinking is 
important in the group, but emotions are equally important. 
Sometimes our emotions and ideas do not coincide and it is good 
that we recognize these differences within ourselves. 
2. Language. Language can be used to help us contact one another 
or it can be used as a barrier to prevent us from real closeness. 
This is an experiment designed to help you become aware of the 
way you are using language and to try for more complete ways of 
trans la ting yourself into language. Try to avoid clinches and 
generalities that don't really express the unique you. Instead, 
search for words that express the deeper parts of yourself. 
3. Fusing Emotion and Language. Your job in this aspect of the 
experiment is somewhat like that of the poet. You are to try to 
express your emotion in language and to let your language be 
colored by feeling. Sometimes we experience things so deeply 
that it is difficult to put them into language. The group is an 
opportunity to try to do just that. 
The Basic Ingredients of Interactions 
Since the major element of the group is interaction between members 
the following kinds of activity are crucial to a growth producing group: 
1. Self-Disclosure. We try to be as honest as possible and to express 
ourselves as we really are and really feel--just as much as we can. 
Honest, real self-expression is the fastest way to make contact 
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with others. Any expression of your thoughts or feelings is 
equally welcome as long as it is within the framework of the 
contract. It is welcome and fitting because you feel it and for no 
other reasons. We try to express what is difficult, hard to say, 
what hurts or is puzzling, troubling, what we usually cannot say 
because it is not fitting to say. 
You are not asked to reveal your past life or darkest secrets. You 
are important--not your secrets. Although you do not have to talk 
about deep secrets, you may speak as deeply about yourself as you 
wish. The point is, you are not forced to do so. Sometimes if 
someone speaks rather personally about himself, you will find it 
easier to talk about yourself. 
2. The anner of Expressing Feelings. You are encouraged to let 
emotion be part of the group experience. Too often, we swallow 
our own feelings (for instance, our anger) only to let them filter 
out in rather unproductive ways. (We become cold or unproduc-
tive. We make snide remarks or remain silent, etc.) There's 
another possibility, however, speak frankly about your emotion 
laden contracts with one another. For instance, if you are angry--
instead of just blowing up or swallowing your anger let the other 
know you are angry and would like to work it through. For 
example, "John, I'm really angry with what you said. But, I'd like 
to tell you why and get some response from you. If possible, I 
want to work this out with you here." Perhaps such frankness, 
coupled with a desire to work things through, would constitute for 
you a new way of being present to another. 
3. Listening. It is amazing to discover how poorly we listen to 
others. The contract asks you to examine your ability to listen. 
Listening does not mean ju 5t hearing words in sentences and 
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understanding their meaning. Rather, it means reaching out for 
what another has to say. It means listening to persons rather than 
just ideas. Learning to pick up all the cues that others emit, both 
verbal and non-verbal is a part of listening. Facial expressions, 
gestures, a shrug of the shoulder, bodily posi tions--all these are 
sources of communication. Often, too, when we communicate 
with one another, we put surplus meaning in the message by the 
way we say things. You are asked to become sensitive to the 
surplus message as well as the ideas. 
4. Support. Support is probably the most difficult of the contractual 
requirements. However, it is absolutely necessary for effective 
group operation. Support means sincerely accepting others, 
particularly when they put themselves on the line and engage in 
meaningful self-disclosure. You can sincerely accept others 
without always approving of everything they do. For instance, 
you might reveal something about yourself of which you yourself 
do not approve. In this example, you would expect others to 
support you for having revealed your thought, but you would 
hardly expect them to approve of the things you yourself find 
unacceptable. 
Support consists of more than such clinches as "I understand" or "I 
know how you feel." Sometimes it means admitting that what has 
been said makes you uncomfortable or that you are at a loss for a 
response. This can be supportive because it is honest. Expres-
sions which show that you really care about how it is with the 
other person, that you are with him in his attempt to understand 
himself and expand his range of freedom are highly supportive. 
5. Confronting Others. Confronting is basically an invitation to 
another to examine and reflect upon his behavior in the context of 
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the group. For instance, suppose another person in the group is 
simply not fulfilling the provisions of the contract. If you tell him 
this and ask him to examine his behavior, then, you are confront-
ing him. The way you confront, however, is extremely important. 
The cardinal rule is that you should confront another because you 
are concerned about him and want to involve yourself with him. 
It is not just "telling a person off". Responsible confrontation is 
an invitation to self-examination--not an act of punishment. For 
example, it sometimes makes us feel better to express anger 
toward someone but simple communicating anger may do very 
little to set up interpersonal contact with that person. Undeni-
ably, confrontation will almost always have some kind of punitive 
side effects because none of us likes being challenged about our 
negative behavior. But if our confrontation is sincerely communi-
cating the desire for greater involvement with the other person, 
the effects of punishment are minimized. Since confrontation is 
so easily misused, it is something you must experiment with in the 
group. 
6. Responding to Confrontation. If the confrontation is responsible, 
that is, if it really is an invitation to self-examination, then 
obviously the best response is self-examination. However, when 
we are confronted, even by someone who is concerned for us and 
wants to involve himself with us, our instinctives response is often 
to defend ourselves and to attack the confronter. That is, we 
respond to the punitive side of our confrontation instead of to the 
confrontation itself. Therefore, try to listen to what the one 
confronting is saying and not just to the feeling he is evoking in 
you. If what he says is true, and if, in addition, he wants to 
involve himself with you, then it is to your advantage to listen, to 
examine yourself, and to respond to him. This is difficult, but 
frequently rewarding. 
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A Stance Against Flight 
It is not easy to engage in this kind of group process. Sometimes it is 
painful to disclose ourselves for we are afraid when we get close to others. 
You may find yourself trying to avoid the fulfillment of the contract. Some 
ways of escaping that you may be inclined to use include: calling upon humor 
whenever things get too serious; keeping your feelings to yourself; spending 
too much time on intellectualized interpretations of others behavior; and 
worst of all, being a cynic about the experience even before you enter into it. 
The way to keep your behavior constructive when you have such inclinations, 
is to talk about your tendency toward flight in the group. 
Freedom in the Group 
This con tract calls for self-disclosure in the group, but it does not say 
what you must talk about nor does it dictate the level of your disclosure. 
This is something you must work out yourself in the give and take of the 
group interaction. You must choose the kinds of interaction most meaningful 
to you. Some of the experiments you engage in will be successes and some 
failures. This is like life outside the group. Try not to expect either too 
much or too little from the group. The only way you really learn about the 







Keep a log of the thoughts, feelings, experiences, and behaviors that 
highlight each meeting and of the thoughts and feelings you have about the 
group between sessions. 
Enter material you can use to make the next meeting a more effective 
here-and-now learning experience for yourself and your fellow group mem-
bers. Enter experiences ("Jane ignored me the whole meeting. In general she 
has shown a certain indifference toward me. Check to see what is going on"), 
behaviors ("I asked John a lot of questions and really did not make much of an 
effort to understand him. I noticed during the week that I do that quite a bit. 
I think others should challenge me more when I act like that"), and feelings 
(''I've been on a 'high' from the last meeting; everyone in the group contracted 
me, but no one dealt with me as if I were a 'case', even though I cried. I don't 
want to be a blubbering slob, but I want to be able to cry at times without 
feeling I'm betraying my manhood.") 
Keep track of what you have to work on and put effort into it (for 
example, using accurate empathy more frequently, not avoiding people who 
seem dist nt to you, and so on). 
Use the log to keep track of where you stand with each of the other 
members in terms of establishing and developing relationships. 
ake your entries relatively brief and concrete. Ask youself whether 
you can use what you write at the next meeting. 
There is a tendency on the part of some participants to keep excellent 
logs but then to fail to use this material in the group meetings. If you are 
having difficulty using your log material, perhaps it is good to make this 
60 
problem known at a meeting and let others help you introduce the material 
into the group discussion. 
Draw an agenda from your log. Your log has a very practical function 
in relation to the group. As you read your log, you can come to some 
decisions on what you want to accomplish in the next group meeting. 
Therefore, each weekly log should conclude with a practical agenda for the 
next group meeting. For instance, you might write in your log: 
I don't talk to Jane at all, because I think she is rather indifferent to me 
and I'm attracted to her. I don't like this combination. 
Then your agenda at the end might have the following entry: 
Talk to Jane. Tell her your feelings . Clear the air. It's no use to 
merely avoid her, and you must admit you don't really know how she 
feels. 
The log, together with an agenda for the next meeting is, then, not a 
one time exercise. It is a continuing exercise and perhaps one of the most 
important ones you will do. In unstructured groups the members usually come 
unprepared to group meetings. Each member could probably say to himself or 
herself: "I wonder what we're going to do in this meeting." The log/agenda 
exercise will help you make things happen during your group sessions instead 
of just allowing things to happen. It will reduce the amount of time that you 
and your fellow group members mill around and waste time. 
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Agenda from last week: 
1. Substantially worked on 
2. Worked on somewhat 
3. Worked on slightly 
4. Not worked on 
New Agenda Items: 
APPENDIX E 
RA TING SCALE 
RATING SCALE 
FEELING & PERSONAL MEANING 
FPM 
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1. An expression typically communicates avoidance of or lack of awareness 
of a feeling in experience. If a feeling is expressed it is described in a 
nonpersonal, nonowned fashion--as if a past object external to self. An 
expression may reflect an active resistance to exploring a feeling and 
personal meaning. 
Ex. "I don't have any feelings about what happened". 
"1 don't want to talk about it". 
2. A feeling and personal meaning from the past is described or talked about. 
distant feeling which is described is typically recalled as bad or unaccept-
able. 
Ex. "There was a bad feeling". 
(talking about self) 11 He feels a little uneasy about what she's talking about". 
3. F &. PM is freely described and owned as a present object of the self. An 
intense feeling is still described as not now present. Occasionally a feeling is 
still described in the moment of its occurrence but this occurs as if against 
the individual's wishes. Some recognition of a previously denied feeling may 
occur and be expressed in the present but this is frightening/threatening. 
Ex. "I feel frightened but don't know how to talk about it". 
"I want to be close to you but it's scary". 
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fl. A feeling is expressed in the moment of its occurrence and owned or 
accepted by the person. A feeling from the past, previously denied now tends 
to bubble through into awareness though there may still be some apprehension 
when this occurs. 
Ex. "I feel very close to you right now". 
"I was so hurt when you told me you didn't think I was committed to the 
group". 
5. F &. P previously denied to awareness is now experienced with 
immediacy and acceptance. A feeling is not felt as something to fear or 
avoid. A feeling, past, new, present is experienced with richness and 
immediacy. 
Ex. Tears-touching-hugging 
"I've never felt as close to anyone as I feel with you right now". 
"I'm so angry because you won't open up". 
6. ot enough data to rate. 
ANNER OF EXPERIENCING 
EXP 
l. The individual is very distant from his subjective experiencing. There is 
no immediacy of experiencing evident. The individual understands or makes 
sense out of his experience only in terms of distant past-historical events. 
Ex. "There was a gnawing feeling inside me that I couldn't put my finger on". 
"I don't know what I'm feeling, thinking, etc". 
Or denies: "You look upset" -- "No I'm not". 
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2. While experiencing still lacks any immediacy quality, more present 
centered experience is acknow !edged, and is conceptualized in terms of past 
events/experience. 
Ex. "I must be feeling angry because that's what I felt the last time I talked 
about this". 
3. There is a tentative, at times fearful and hesitant recognition of 
immediate experience. The person may attempt to conceptualize and express 
his inner experiencing at the moment it occurs, but this tends to be an 
upsetting, disturbing process. 
Ex. "I feel close to you but it's frightening for me because it's a new feeling". 
4. feeling denied awareness is experienced in the immediate present. This 
process tends to often be very dramatic, filled with tension and to be 
experienced as releasing. There is acceptance of immediacy of experiencing 
a s a sought after goal. 
Ex. "It's exciting to feel this joy that I couldn't allow myself before". 
5. The individual is spontaneous and comfortable with his/her own experienc-
ing and can express it freely to and with others. There is little interpretation 
of experience in terms of the past. The ability to differentiate among 
various internally experienced processes is sharp. 
Ex. "It's frightening but feels so natural to share myself with you right now". 
6. Not enough data to rate. 
THE COMMUNICATION OF SELF 
SEL 
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1. The individual is unable and/or unwilling to communicate himself or about 
himself. There is no feedback to others or self-disclosure. Communication, 
if at all, is about material entirely external to the self. 
Ex. "My father felt the same way as you do". 
Silence 
2. The individual begins to express himself more freely on nonpersonal 
topics. There is expression on topics. There is expression on topics which 
might seem related to the self but which are handled as non-self material. 
Ex. ''It seems to me that you did the right thing by confronting him". 
Feedback in 3rd person. 
3. There is an increased expression of the self as an object (e.g. referring to 
self in 3rd person, "you", "they", "we", "it", etc.). There may be communica-
tion about self as a reflected object existing primarily in others (e.g. what 
they or others think, feel, behave, toward/about the person). 
Ex. "You expect others to be honest with you (talk about self) but sometimes 
get disappointed". 
4. There is considerable communication of present self-related feelings. 
There is increasing ownership ("I" language) of these feelings--feedback and 
self-disclosure are owned but there is a tentative, cautiousness reflecting a 
fear, insecurity, in freely expressing oneself. 
Ex. "It's very difficult for me to express myself because I don't know if you 
will accept me". 
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5. The self is rarely if ever communicated in object terms. There is 
recognition of and free, confident, expression of the self as a process of 
becoming. Feedback and disclosures to others tend to be spontaneous-
nonhesi tant. Risks of hurting/challenging others are not avoided and are 
handled responsibly. 
Ex. "You know at first I was scared to talk here but now I realize it's safe 
because you all care". 
6. ot enough data to rate. 
MANNER IN WHICH 
EXPERIENCE IS CONSTRUED 
L A personal construct is extremely rigid and unrecognized as a creation. It 
is thought of as an external fact that has no relation to personal choice. It 
may be expressed as "that's the way it is" kind of expression. 
Ex. "You can't do that it's just not right". 
2. A personal construct is rigid, but at times may be thought of as a 
construct (i.e. recognition that this is the way "I" think or believe, etc.). 
There is n increasing questioning of the validity of the past constructs. 
Communications regarding CE is marked by dogmatic absolutistic language--
e.g. "have to's'', "can'ts", etc. 
Ex. "At first I thought it was wrong but now I see it was just a 
misunderstanding". 
''..!_may be wrong but that's the way I think". 
3. The person begins to loosen his construct system evidenced in an 
increasing motivation and ability to challenge old ways of construing 
68 
experience. Many fresh discoveries of constructs and a questioning of the 
validity of all constructs as absolute. 
Ex. "When I just said that, it made me realize how unfairly I treated you 
before--how narrowminded I was". 
4. Increasing awareness of the relativeness, temporariness of constructs. 
The individual feels insecure, shaky, as if "cut loose" because of the increased 
awareness of the need to approach each experience freshly and make 
decisions and choices. "Should's", "have to's" are immediately challenged and 
worked against in an attempt to take responsibility for one's experience. 
Ex. "Now I'm not sure at all I was right •.. it seems I was not allowing 
myself to allow you to have feelings that might not be so bad as I originally 
thought". 
5. Experience tends to be tentatively constructed as having a certain 
meaning, but this is held onto loosely and is checked and modified. The 
individual is comfortable, self-accepting and spontaneous in their ability to 
own and express their moment by moment CE process. 
Ex. "I realize now that I was just not allowing myself to experience this 
freeness--not letting go". 
6. Not enough data to rate. 
RELATIONSHIP TO PROBLEMS 
PRB 
1. No problem is recognized. There is no desire for change. Problems 
suggested or pointed out by others are denied. 
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Ex. "You know I don't think I have any problems right now but I'd be willing 
to listen to yours" 
Don't rate unless problems actually avoided/denied. 
2. There is a beginning recognition that problematic areas of one's life exist. 
The emphasis is on external sources/causes of the problems. 
Ex. "I may have a problem with my anger but you would too if you had my 
schedule". 
3. There is an increasing sense of self-responsibility for problems and a 
realization that the person has contributed to their situation. There is a 
recognition of the interconnectedness of one's personal history, experiences, 
external events and choices made in the production of problems. The person 
tends to feel stuck or stymied, as if change is desired but impossible. 
Ex. "I know I have a problem but I don't know how to deal with it because it's 
just too vague for me to fully realize". 
4. The individual is actively concerned over his contribution to problems. He 
feels a definite responsibility for problems which exist and has an increasing 
feel for how he continues in the present to contribute to problems. The 
person communicates an action stance toward the problem and actively seeks 
out alternative ways of behaving. 
Ex. "I know my behavior has gotten me into trouble in the past and I see it 
happening here again with you now and I don't want it to". 
5. The person is also aware of moment to moment ways he may be living out 
his problems with others. It would be unusual though, for the individual to be 
speaking about a "problem" at this stage--the person accepts self and works 
responsibly with others. The person does not feel victimized or trapped by 
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problems. Conflicts of difficulties are accepted as a normal part of the 
process of living. 
Ex. "I now realize the conflicts between you and I are due to our different 
views ..• and that's O.K. now. I know I'm responsible for a lot of the 
friction". 
6. Not enough data to rate. 
MANNER OF RELATING 
REL 
1. Close relationships are perceived as dangerous. The individual avoids 
close involvement with others. The therapist is likely to be perceived as a 
powerful, expert, authority who will direct everything. The person sees 
themselves as a power less, passive relief-seeker. 
Ex. "I just don't feel right here ... can't you help me through it?" 
o relating to group, silence--or only to leader. 
2. The individual is aware of and accepts minimally the idea that he is to be 
actively involved in his own treatment. He may frequently "check in" with 
the therapist or others for permission or approval. He tends to be fearful of 
moving into any relationship without a lot of support and direction. 
Ex. (to the therapist) "Is it O.K. for us to talk like this ... I don't know if 
this will help me". 
3. The individual expresses a willingness to risk relating himself occasionally 
to others on a feeling basis, but experiences a great deal of fear and 
hesitancy--demonstra tes inconsistent behavior in approaching and withdraw-
ing from others. 
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Ex. "You all know my problems but I'm not sure you think I'm O.K. because 
of them". 
4. The individual risks being and expressing himself more freuently--even to 
the therapist. He has taken the risk of trusting the therapist to accept him 
as he is. Relationships are explored but there is still some hesitancy evident. 
Ex. ul'm aware of feelings I've never known before and I think it's O.K. for 
me to share them with you because you understand". 
Confrontation with fear. 
5. The individual freely and openly relates to the therapist and others on the 
basis of his immediate experiencing in the relationship. 
Ex. ult feels so safe to share my struggle for growth with you now". 
Confrontation with comfort. 
6. Not enough data to rate. 
APPENDIX F 
PROCESS SCALE CONTINUA 
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PROCESS SCALE CONTINUA 
There are seven continua used when rating process movement according to 
Roger's Process Scale. The six continua used in this study are: 
1. Feeling and Personal Meaning (FPM); 2. Manner of Experiencing (EXP); 3. 
Communication of Self (SEL); 4. Manner In Which Experience is Construed 
(CE); 5. Relationship to Problems (PRB); 6. Manner of Relating (REL). 
Following is a brief description of the continua to be rated as presented by 
Rogers and Rablem (1958): 
FP 
Feelings and personal meanings refer to the relationship of the individual to 
the feelings and personal meanings which exist within himself. The phrase 
"feelings and personal meanings" refers to an emotionally tinged experience 
together with its significance to the individual. It is a brief theme of 
experience carrying with it the emotional coloring and the perceived signifi-
cance to the individual. 
EXP 
The manner of experiencing is a new concept which may not at first be easily 
grasped, but it is important in this scale. Experience is regarded as the 
directly given felt datum which is implicitly meaningful. It refers to the 
individual's sense of having experience. It is something given in the 
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phenomenal field of every person. When the individual asks himself, "What 
kind of experience is this?" there is always an implicit answer even though no 
explicit answer has as yet been conceptualized. The manner of experience 
refers to the extent to which the individual finds himself in this subjective 
experiencing or very remote from it. 
SEL 
This continuum deals with the extent to which and the manner in which the 
individual is able and willing to communicate himself in a receptive climate. 
The continuum runs from a complete unwillingness to communicate self to 
the self as a rich and changing awareness of internal experiencing which is 
readily communicated when the individual desires to do so. 
CE 
This and the two following continua are not as sharply differentiated as the 
four which preceded. evertheless, their end points and some of the mid 
points are recognizable. Experience at one end of the continuum is construed 
rigidly and these constructions are unrecognized as creations of the individual 
but are thought of as fixed facts. At the other end of the continuum, 
experience is never given more than a tentative meaning or construction and 
this meaning is always held loosely to be checked and rechecked against 
further experience. 
PRB 
This is a continuum which endeavors to describe the individual's changing 
relationship to the problem elements of the self. At one end of the 
continuum the problems are unrecognized and there is not desire to change. 
Gradually there is a recognition that problems exist. At a further stage, 
there is recognition that the individual has contributed to these problems, 
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that they have not arisen entirely from external sources. Increasingly, there 
is a sense of self-responsibility for the problems. Further up the continuum 
there is a living or experiencing of some aspect of the problem. The person 
lives his problem subjectively, feeling responsible for the contribution he has 
made in the development of his problems. 
REL 
At one end of the continuum the individual avoids close relationships which 
are perceived as being dangerous. At the other end of the continuum, he 
lives openly and freely in relation to the therapist and to others guiding his 
behavior in the relationship on the basis of his immediate experiencing. 
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